Dewey Burdock Public Comments

Stating opposition with no other comments:
please enter my formal comments as NO! | do not think it's ok for mining waste to be injected into underground

aquifer's.i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) :

Please do not permit injection of uranium recovery waste. {Ex 6 Personal Privacy (PP) |

Absolutely NO uranium mining waste disposal in aquifer! |

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) |

OBVIQUSLY, there should be no aquifer exemption for Powertech (USA) Inc.'s uranium recovery project. NO. Again... NO.

No to uranium mining waste disposal in SD aquifer.} ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) i

Absolutely no! This is completely insane! { Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) |

NO. JUSt, nOE Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) E

This proposal is simply obscene. Please do everything you can do to stop it. | ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) |

No! No! No! Radioactive waste in the Aquifer!!! No! No! No! | Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) |

I am contacting you to voice my opposition to allowing uranium mining waste disposal in SD aquifer.! exe rersona Privacy (p) §

| am writing to voice my strong opposition to the EPA issuing Underground Injection Control Area permits to Powertech
Inc for injection activities related to a proposed uranium recovery project in the southern Black Hills region in Custer and
Fall River Counties of South Dakota. | am specifically horrified that the EPA would allow an exemption approval in
connection with the draft UIC Class Il Area Permit. Specifically, this approval would exempt the uranium-bearing
portions of the Inyan Kara Group aquifers from protection under the Safe Drinking Water Act. Such an exemption must
be in place before ISR activities within these aquifers can occur and strongly oppose this exemption. Thank you for

considering my voice and views in this matter.} g, ¢ personal Privacy (PP)

I'm against this. please help save our country. I'c. ¢ oereonal privacy p) |

Why not just force feed that waste to the people. Cut out the middle man as it were. Jaomes Anderson

1y
Noll f: Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)
i

No to uranium dump|ng: Ex.ﬁPersonaIPrivacy(PP)i

Concerns about general environmental impacts

Please accept this communication as a formal comment regarding the proposed two Underground Injection Control
(UIC) Draft Area Permits and one associated proposed aquifer exemption decision for the Dewey-Burdock uranium in-
situ recovery (ISR} site located near Edgemont, South Dakota, under the authority of the Safe Drinking Water Act and
UIC program regulations. | urge the EPA to deny both of these permits. Among other hazards, radon emissions, toxic
heavy metals and other pollutants, including chloride, sulfate, sodium, radium, arsenic and iron, are in ISR wastewater
ponds. Accidents and leaks in this kind of operation are inevitable, raising concerns about runoff into the Cheyenne River
and Angostura Reservoir. As you are aware, the most serious radiation release in the US came from a tailings pond spill
at a uranium mine in New Mexico. We can live without uranium but not without clean water and s0il.i g, 6 personal Privacy (PP |
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PLEASE do not allow these permits! Protection for our environment is systematically being removed. South Dakota has
had more than its share of environmental rape. But protecting our environment is important, whether this occurs in
South Dakota, Wyoming, Oregon or any other state. Please do the right thing and deny these permits. Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (pp)é

| after reading the entirety of the documents, | am just going to restate my comment under a Trump administration
reality has gone on holiday. There is nothing but bad (you, know, long after the fact bad) to come from this, and it is the
duty of the EPA to ensure the environment comes before corporate gains!! ex s rersonal privacy (7 :

| do not know a word that properly expresses how strongly | oppose to this act. Of course, this act should not be
considered okay anywhere but, having relatives in multiple places near the Black Hills the idea of putting radioactive
waste in the ground and therefore ruining the beautiful, wild Black Hills is sickening. | beg you, please do not let this

happen ': Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) |

Once again we run the risk of standards for treating the waste not being stringent enough and residents enduring
dangerous consequences over time. And once again, big business seeks to make tons of money off the backs of the little
guy, we common folks, who do not have the money to buy the power to stop them. When will we return to the concept
of the common good? The EPA can embrace that concept and apply it to this situation. Please oppose this project of
uranium mining.i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) E

Please, there are some things that we can’t get wrong, and this is one of them. Clean-up is near impossible and will not
be an option. Some things can’t be reversed. Between this and the proposed healthcare repeal / replace, you're going to
actively kill off people. Is that what you really want? Please, be a responsible government for all the people, not just a
few who will benefit from this. Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)

| am writing to express grave concerns about the plans to mine uranium in South Dakota. There seem to be clear

environmental risks at stake and | am not reassured by the EPA's assertion that it has consvulted with experts or with
local Indian tribes. There is no way to guarantee that accidents won't happen and that it not a risk that | am willing to
take. As a citizen of the US and a member of the public, | am staunchly opposed to this step.

E Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)

I am writing to express my concern about the proposed uranium mining in South Dakota. | am very much AGAINST this

idea and urge you not to proceed! This is very dangerous for our environment. ¢, ¢ poreonal privacy (#p)

Please stop with these bad ideas, that only harm us aII.E Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) |

You must withdraw these permits for the sake of residents impacted by the injections and the slippery slope you will
create by even considering such reckless activity. | urge this agency to reject both activities immediately. ¢, ¢ personal rivacy pp) |

I am writing to urge you to deny the exemption for the uranium mining project. The cost of this project to human health

VaSth/ OUtweighs the benefits}; Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) i

Profits are not to be placed above people. Period. Push these companies to abide by new regulations and hold them

L -1

Please | beg of you-no uranium mining waste released into SD aquifer!! You are effectively dooming the planet, and all

her children, with your crazy CO2 beliefs and reckless and wanton destruction of our delicate environment. SHAME!:

T——
| am against this proposal, as all the caring neighbors in the Custer Highlands subdivision. We are close to the site and
dont agree with the pollution associated with the mine. It would permanently contaminate the water and make

surrounding properties unlivable. Most of the residents here have come from another place and gravitated toward this

ED_0053641_00026848-00002



area because of the natural beauty and healthy wildlife. Bringing toxic waste to the surface is not what this beautiful

area is all about. Please reconsider and SAY NO!!!} Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) :

NO NO NQ, it is not OK to mine uranium. Do your job EPA and start protecting people and the environment. It is treason

| would like to voice my concern for the allowing permits on this project. It is only common sense that if you allow any of
these activities, they will eventually have an effect on the environment around them. | say NO, resoundly to allowing any
type of injection mining any where in our country. We need to invest time, money and efforts into renewable energy
sources and stop all dirty fuel mining now and in the future. If we don't stop now, it will soon be to late. Again | say No

to allowing these permitsi ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)!

If accessing this water will be for profit then you will just be adding to the stresses of mankind.

If you get it done in a not for profit manner i can agree with it, otherwise my answer will be no! ex. s Personal Privacy (PP) |

After reading the proposals | would like to ask the EPA, please do not grant Powertech these permits in SD. This project
carries a lasting risk and is unnecessary. A clean environment has immeasurable valuable, do not allow Powertech to
exploit it for proflt: Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) i

Concerns for contamination of the Cheyenne River

Given the track record of mining in the Black Hills, gold and other, and of global corporations which are more interested
in the bottom line than in the common good, | would definitely oppose any such mining, no matter what the method, in
the southern Black Hills. The Cheyenne River already has pollutants from gold mining flowing through it to communities
which rely on that river for drinking water. The fiasco of dumping uranium tailings near Saint Stephens, WY, and their
subsequent costly removal, and the millions of dollars spent by the DOE to monitor ground water and provide clean
water for those who were affected by in the area, convince me that uranium mining is of no practical benefit to the
nation, and much less to those in South Dakota who potentially will be affected by it. Refuse the permit. The risk is not

worth the money to be generated.. g ¢ personal Privacy (PP) |
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Concerns about impacts to aquifers & contamination of drinking water

Comment submitted by --an interested party who is a US citizen, taxpayer, and user of the natural resources of the state
of South Dakota, including but not limited to drinking water and consuming food while in South Dakota for travel and
recreational purposes.

The permitee(s) should NOT be granted a UIC permit or permits that exempt them from applicable regulations that
protect human health and the environment, and that protect the quality of the aquifer in the southern Black Hills region
in Custer and Fall River Counties of South Dakota, and that protect this aquifer from contamination and deterioration in
quality from the disposal of mining waste into or adjacent to the aquifer.

The EPA should not grant permits or exemptions to Powertech USA that would allow disposal of uranium mining waste
in or adjacent to the aquifer in the southern Black Hills region in Custer and Fall River Counties of South Dakota

Disposal of uranium mining waste in or adjacent to the aquifer will result in the release of Radioactive substances
including Selenium, that will posion the animals and other life in the area. The people of the United States, including its
children, need this aquifer to be uncontaminated and protected by vigorous application of criteria and regulations
applicable to clean water. The EPA should determine that the aquifer is subject to safe drinking water standards. Thank
you for your serious consideration of this comment. Please weigh this comment in your deliberationsg Ex. 6 Persanal Privacy (PP)

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)

Regarding the request to place ISR process waste fluids into the Minnelusa Formation below the inyan Kara after
treatment, please consider this a request to absolutely not allow this type of activity here or anywhere else in the
country.

We know, regardless of the type of process used, that the threat to ground water is not worth the risk. The resulting
contamination may be low level and long lasting. We should not be putting residents at risk and with no option but to
prove some sort of poisoning after years of drinking the water.

Protect us! We need to be able to rely on our ground water! | Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) |

Please do not provide an exemption for the uranium mining project in South Dakota. Aquifers are a water resource that
many rely on for clean water. Protect the aqusfer' | Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) |

Please do not allow a uranium mining company to dispose of waste on a way that could pollute a SD aquifer.

E Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) :

| am writing to provide an opinion of the exemption rules proposed for this project.
Why in the world would injecting uranium waste products into a fresh water aquifer even be considered for approval?
Protect our drinking water, no matter where it is. An aquifer is not a garbage can for some mining company. |

| am writing in regards to the draft permits and aquifer exemption for uranium mining project in South Dakota
(https://www.epa.gov/newsreleases/epa-seeks-public-comment-draft-permits-and-aquifer-exemption-uranium-mining-
project)

Clean and safe drinking water need to be the preeminent concerns, The proposed mlnmg could do irreparable harm to
the drinking water and should not be granted an exemptlon Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) |

In response to request for public comment regarding dumping into an aquifer, | suggest that the book, "Living
Downstream" be required reading. We cannot return to the days of having our water systems polluted and damaged for
the sake of corporate or personal gain.

I have lived in an area where the rivers and water systems were polluted due to chemical dumping from byproducts of
manufacturing and the long term effects remain for decades.

Please do not let this happen, | am sending a resounding no.i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy(PP)E

I am very concerned the EPA is considering issuing a permit to Powertech for injection activities related to a proposed
uranium recovery project. Please DO NOT issue this permit and endanger our wildlife and drinking water for the citizens
of South Dakota.é Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) :
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| am appalled that anyone would think this is a good idea. | am almost speechless that it would be considered by the
EPA. Please do not foul any aquifers. | would go so far as to BEG you to reject this idea. Aren't we supposed to be
protecting this planet? Isn't this, in fact, our only home? Do not permit this disastrous proposal.i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)

There is no safe level of Uranium waste in drinking water, and you won't be able to reach safe levels of uranium waste if
you are exempting an aquifer from the safe drinking water act. By that very act you are saying that the people of that
area don't deserve or need safe drinking water. i ex.s personal privacy )

Please do not allow the aquifers to be injected with this waste. We cannot continue to contaminate resources needed

for our survival.
Ex 6 Personal Privacy (PP)

I am adding my voice to state that the above subiject is unconscionable! No, to permits to inject Uranium into aquifers.
Water for the future but be kept safe! ex 6 rersonal Privacy Py

Please do not make these permits permanent. Dumping uranium in aquifers is a bad idea. {Just so we're clear, I'm talking
about the draft permits in the portion below.) [referencing the EPA March 6 press release] Access to safe clean,

inexpensive water is a human right. Do not allow these companies to poison our planet‘- Ex. 6 Personal F'nvacy(F'F')'

I'm writing in regards to the aquifer exemption for Powertech Inc and their uranium dispaosal.

| really don't see a single reason to grant them this exemption. This will not only endanger those that rely on the water
supply surrounding these well fields, but is a threat to the surrounding environment. It sets a dangerous precedent, as
long as a company pays off someone high up in the EPA or current admlmstratlon they can break what ever laws and
regulations they want. Be better than this EPA. Stand up for somethlng Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (pp) .

I am writing to state my opposition to the draft Underground Injection Control Area Permits issued to Powertech Inc. for
injection wells for the in-situ recovery of uranium in Inyan Kara Group aquifers. | am also opposed to the approval of an
aquifer exemption, which would exempt portions of this aquifer from protection under the Safe Drinking Water Act.
This exemption would set a dangerous precedent by exempting drinking water protections at the federal level. | am
concerned for the health and safety of the citizens of South Dakota and Wyoming that utilize this aquifer; and for the
tourists that visit the Black Hills and Mount Rushmore. Deep injection wells have the potential to leak

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)

Please do not allow Powertech or any company to dispose of ISR process waste fluids into the Minnelusa Formation
below the Inyan Kara. Putting waste, especially this type of toxic waste, into aquifers makes no sense and will lead to
pollution that will have effects for generations to come. Putting short term industrial gain ahead of clean water is poor
pUb“C policy. Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)

| oppose both permits related to the proposed uranium recovery project in the southern Black Hills region in Custer and
Fall River. Injection wells for disposing of waste fluids into aquifers is a bad idea be it trusted or not. How much control
or manpower is available to oversee that the injections do not include toxic chemicals being purged into our precious
water supply. The companies that dispose this way have not been overly forthright in listing the chemicals that are used
in their processes. Slow moving aquifers would not be able to cleanse toxics for decades or more endangering those that
rely on the water for life. Removing these aquifers from the safe drinking water act just exacerbates the problem. We

need more safe water not less.i gy ¢ personal Privacy (P} |

| am opposed to the aquifer exemption for the uranium mining project in South Dakota. Polluting water, no matter how
remote, with radioactive and toxic waste is a horrible idea. Water is life and we have a finite supply. It needs to be
protected for future generations.} Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) |

In regards to the uranium mining exemption- We must not continue to destroy our waterways and lands by allowing big
business to dump wastes and bypass the protections provided by the EPA. The EPA’s job is to Protect the environment
although it appears that Mr Pruitt is unfamiliar with the concept. What could possibly make anyone think that allowing
dumping near an aquifer would be a good idea except someone who doesn't live near by and is only concerned about
making more money.
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Mr Pruitt- Step up and protect the environment or step down! ex 6 Personal Privacy (PP)

Please do not allow an exception to regulations and let companies dump uranium mining waste in an aquifer in SD.
Please protect our clean water supplies. ‘L ______________________________

My initial thought when | heard of the proposed permits was "are they out of their minds?"

Who in their right minds would risk the drinking water for tens of millions of people, and the irrigation water of millions
of acres of land for uranium mining?

I've worked in industrial hygiene and | can tell you that there's no way to make a project like this safe enough, secure
enough to risk water for.

Do you realize that around the world there are major droughts happening? On at least three continents? And that has
included this continent? Water is our most precious resource right now and it is not worth one penny's worth of profit
to risk permanently damaging an aquifer like the one in South Dakota.

Drop this insane plan.| Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) '

The long term ( permanent) disadvantages of this proposal far outweigh the limited short term advantages. Please
consider the future safety of Americans and our water supply before bowing down to mining companies.

The disadvantages of the in-situ leaching technology are:

the risk of spreading of leaching liquid outside of the uranium deposit,

involving subsequent groundwater contamination,

the unpredictable impact of the leaching liquid on the rock of the deposit,

the impossibility of restoring natural groundwater conditions after completion of the leaching operations.

Impacts of Uranium In-Situ Leaching

http://www.wise-uranium.org/uisl.htm!

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) E

| would like to comment on the draft permit. | believe once an aquifer is impacted by uranium it is near impossible to
clean it up. The idea that as it is in the same area as the uranium-bearing portions will lead to a legal fight that the
permit holder will argue was the same levels prior to any potential release.

The contamination does not Naturally attenuate at any rate that will be successful to not have long term impact on
health and human environment. Further, the type of contaminant is uniformly excluded from insurance policies that
often insure these types of projects. Hence, if there is any release, the company will have to pay for the clean up and
they will likely not have the financial resources to do so.

EPA is also proposing an aquifer exemption approval in connection with the draft UIC Class lll Area Permit. Specifically,
this approval would exempt the uranium-bearing portions of the Inyan Kara Group aquifers from protection under the
Safe Drinking Water Act. Such an exemption must be in place before ISR activities within these aquifers can occur. Thank
you for your conslideration and please do not provide the permit with SFDA drinking water exemptions.; ex 6 ersonal privacy (°P)

E Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) :
H i

| oppose the EPA proposal that would allow for depositing uranium waste in drinking water. It is dangerous.é Ex. 6 Personal Privacy(PP)E
| find the use of injection wells in the Inyan Kara Group horrifying and should not be permitted. Further, this aquifer

should NOT be exempted from the Safe Drinking Water Act. It is my belief that these permits should be rejected. Itis

my expectation that the EPA will ensure the safety of drinking water. Even though | do not live in the area, | find the fact
that industry is so eager to compromise the safety of America's drinking water supplies disgusting and would not want
these actions to affect the integrity of my drinking water.i ex. 6 personal Privacy (PP)

As a concerned US citizen | would like to voice my opposition to the aquifer exemption being requested by Powertech.
There is evidence that these measures would contaminate drinking and ground water and are a bad idea. As Americans
we rely on the EPA to protect our citizens and environment, so please do your jobi Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)
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| am writing to you as a concerned American regarding the proposed Draft Permits to allow UIC a permit for injection
wells for the in-situ recovery of uranium in the Inyan Kara Group aquifers and a permit for deep injection wells that
would be used to dispose waste fluids into the Minnelusa Formation below the Inyan Kara after treatment.

As we have seen in the past, while all precautions claim to be taken, what happens when the monitoring of the
underground sources of drinking water become contaminated? It's too late then.

Also with regards to the aquifer exemption of uranium-bearing portions from the Safe Drinking Water Act. | am trying to
figure out what good can be gained from this exclusion?

I am respectfully requesting that the EPA, in its infinite wisdom not grant these permits or exemptions. The Safe
Drinking Water Act was put in place for a reason. Our future depends on the actions of the present.i gx. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)

This is not safe. There are no guarantees this will not contaminate the water. Solet's not go there. Previously they were
told no, the answer should still be no.i gx. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) |

I'm sure your inbox has been inundated since the story went on twitter, so I'll keep this brief.

| am a citizen of the United States and the State of California. | feel that drinking water is going to grow significantly in
importance in the near future, so | oppose any measures that threaten the safety and cleanliness of said water. |
request that you deny any aquifer exemptions requested by Powertech.i ex 6 personal privacy (PP

I am writing to comment on the proposal to inject uranium waste into the Inyan Kara Group of aquifers as part of a
proposed uranium recovery project. | would like to say that | am opposed to allowing uranium to be injected in these
areas even after treatment.

I believe the risks to drinking water are too high. We cannot live without water. That is a biological fact. It is one of our
most important resources. If there is even a slim chance that it will impact drinking water and people's health negatively,
| believe it is not in our best interests.

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)

The draft permits should be denied for the aquafir in South Dakota. Uranium mining waste should not be allowed
anywhere near any kind of water source and dumping allowing the permits is highly irresponsible. ¥aofonia Hume

Destroying an aquifer in South Dakota to store uranium mining waste is insane when climate change is leading to water

crisis around the world.i gx. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)

| read this proposed change and assumed that whomever sent this to me was pranking me. Surely the United States
government would not be proposing permitting, among other things, the disposal of uranium mining materials into
areas that are anywhere drinking water sources. This is unacceptable. gy g personal Privacy (PP) |

As a US citizen, | do not want Underground Injection Control {UIC) Area Permits to Powertech (USA) inc., for injection
activities related to a proposed uranium recovery project in the southern Black Hills region in Custer and Fall River
Counties of South Dakota to be approved because of the impact on water quality in the region. Also, your email link
does not work. Perhaps the parenthesis have something to do with that.é Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)

I am [a] High School Science teacher. | wish to express my concern for the proposed uranium extraction in South Dakota.
My fear is once again money is trumping the environment! We can't keep putting our aquifers in peril for the sake of
some companies bottom dollar. Our children will pay the price.g Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)

| was distressed to see that the EPA is considering issuing UIC Class lll and Class V permits to Powertech, as well as an
aquifer exemption approval. Describing this permission as "ludicrous” doesn't seem sufficient. The EPA should protect
the right of people to have clean drinking water and uphold the legal protections like the Safe Drinking Water Act put in
place to do this. No corporation should be given an exemption to these rules, and | oppose the granting of these
permits and the exemption.i Ex. 6 Porsonal Privacy (PP) |

Allowing radioactive and other waste fluid into the aquifers sounds like a crazy idea. If there is any kind of mistake how
would this be contained? | am against allowing this to happen.: ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) |
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Please do not exempt anyone from regulations prohibiting the injection of uranium et al into the aquifers.
The mining company should still be subject to the regulations in place meant to protect the water. Do your job, please (
directed at the agency, not you specifically) You are the EPA for Pete's sake!i ex ¢ personal Privacy (PP)

The potential contamination of drinking water should be avoided at all costs. Our water is a limited resource. The
monitoring of the water will not prevent contamination and once contaminated the water will be undrinkable and taste
bad. How did uranium become more valuable than our drinking water? Stop all drilling and other activities that will or
has the potential to contaminate our water supply.

What happens when the injection material gets into the aquifer? Will the companies pay to clean it up or does that fall
on tax payer to clean up their mess. No to any and all drilling, mining, pipelines with the slightest potential to
contaminate water.| ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) |

In regards to the below [reference to the title of the EPA press release], | am against both the uranium mining and most
especially exempting the company from regulations on safe drinking water. That sounds like a bad idea for public health.

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)

| am writing to submit my resounding opposition to these careless acts of environmental injustice. Dump uranium into
aqu1fers??? How is this pollcy even possible with all the water quality problems in places like Flint, Ml and Hoosick Falls,
NY? ,é Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) i

| am writing to state my opposition to the draft Underground Injection Control Area Permits issued to Powertech Inc. for
injection wells for the in-situ recovery of uranium in Inyan Kara Group aquifers. | am opposed to the approval of an
aquifer exemption, which would exempt portions of this aquifer from protection under the Safe Drinking Water Act. This
exemption would set a dangerous precedent by exempting drinking water protections at the federal level. | am
concerned for the health and safety of the citizens of South Dakota and Wyoming that utilize this aquifer; and for the
tourists that visit the Black Hills and Mount Rushmore. . Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) |

Please know that issuing these permits is a bad idea and | am formally against this plan as it would further threaten
underground water sources and drinking water. gy g personal Privacy (PP)

Do not allow this to go through. Unless you all are willing to drink the potentially at risk water that is subject to
contamination by this would be effort. It reminds me of a scene from the Erin brokovich film where the folks from PG&E
were given the water they sweared was not contaminated in medlatlon to drmk but once that little detail was
mentioned, nobody wanted to touch let alone drink the water | Ex.6 Personal Privacy (°P) | -

| strongly oppose injecting, any material, into or around any aquifers. Particularly waste materials from uranlum clean up
projects. | request public hearings on this issue before any funds are diverted to those ends; Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) | ,

| vehemently oppose the release of the waste from uranium mining into the SD aquifer. Providing an exemption for such
action endangers the water supply and public health. | urge the EPA to refuse the requested. permission.

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)

I believe this proposal is reckless. | understand there are monitoring for ground water, but there are never any
guarantees the water won't get contaminated. | am sad that protecting the environment seems to no longer be the
focus of the EPA. | hope you do the right thing here and reject this proposal. | Ex.6 Personal p,,vacy(pp).

No uranium near aquifers, anywhere and certainly not in SD{ g, ¢ personal Privacy (PP)

Given that the injection wells for these draft permits are occurring IN an aquifer, it would seem obvious that no matter
what precautions the applicant has indicated, they will not be sufficient enough to prevent these aquifers and
waterways from being polluted W|th nuclear and toxic wastes. | again state my objection to these draft permits being
approved Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) i
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I'll keep this simple. Don't do anything to contaminate the aquifer in South Dakota. Nevada's water issues with surface
level fallout is bad enough Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)

Subject: Mine waste injection in aquifer

The words in the subject line for this message should never be found in the same sentence!!!
Of course it is wrong to put mine waste, which is usually a higher concentration of natural materials, into any area from
which water is drawn for use by humans and animals! | am disgusted that our federal agency that is tasked with
protecting our natural environment would consider a course of action that endangers our most precious resource,
potable water. It is irresponsible to poison, or threaten any aquifer. Please do not allow this_proposal to be permitted.
Those who produce these waste materials need to devise better methods of disposal.} Ex-6 Personal Privacy (PP)

I am writing this email to express my concern for the proposed uranium mining project in southwestern South Dakota.
My concerns are mainly for future generations and the of course the environment.

Coming from both a scientific background and from an Indigenous background, | urge you to deny this project in whole.
Seeing and living the long term effects of uranium mining in my own community as well as on my reservation, | have
seen and experienced all the negative impacts uranium mining has on both people that live in close proximity as well as
the environment surrounding the mines. | personally seen the destruction to the land, the air and especially the water.
My research is focused on finding a solution to the water contamination by uranium, arsenic, sulfates and a number of
other metals/elements of concern. Uranium chemistry is very complicated and it is difficult to imagine the
environmental impacts by this proposed project. Though | feel optimistic that we are closer to solving a portion of the
problem, it will cost more to remediate a contaminated sites in the future which is inevitable. | am deeply saddened of
this news and | sincerely hope that this project is not allowed to move forward.é Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)

| can’t get on the USGS site to find the geologic maps of the relevant area; however, can you please comment on the
potential for connectedness between the proposed injections into the Minnelusa Formation and the Madison formation
which provides a prolific source of clean drinking water for the nearby City of Gillette. { gx. g Personal Privacy (PP)

Without doing a thorough assessment of the draft permits, just the concept of any exemption on aquifer requirements
for Uranium mining seems crazy! As far as the details of the regulations | hope they are based on solid science and the
need to proteck our environment {and especially drinking water) from long term hazardous contamination, but not knee

jerk "anti-nuke" sentiments. In the past I've trusted the EPA to make sure judgements, hopefully this is still the case.
Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) E

It is time to stop injecting poisons into our earth for the sole purpose of a business venture to extract minerals for
profits. The future cost of poisoning aquifers is beyond calculation. Once injected, those poisons are at the mercy of
geologic forces which humans cannot control and will eventually contaminate clean water. The benefit to one business
enterprise is simply not the risk to the human race, the plants, the animals, the water and the air. No method of
containment can insure protection. The simple answer is "NO MORE POISON SHALL BE INECTED INTO THE EARTH."

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)

Absolutely no exemptions for groundwater contamination, whether from uranium, or any other foreign (non-H20)
substance. We (U.S. EPA) must prohibit any contamination of water, whether they are ground water or surface waters.
https://www.epa.gov/newsreleases/epa-seeks-public-comment-draft-permits-and-aquifer-exemption-uranium-mining-

pI“OjeCt} Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) :

Are you people out of your goddamn minds? No it is not okay to dump that kind of waste into an aquifer that people

use to wash their clothes, cook their food, brush their teeth and serve to their famllles | Ex. 8 Porsonal Privacy o | :

I'm writing to oppose the Underground Injection Control permits to Powertech as well as the aquifer exemption. I'm
relatively new to this concept and am no environmental scientist - but is injecting uranium recovery waste near a source
of drinking water common practice? Seems like a really bad idea. And the request for exemption from the Safe Drlnklng

Water Act suggests that Powertech thinks it may not work out so well, too. Please don't approve thls | Ex 6 Personal
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And the International Physicians for the Prevention of Nuclear War passed a resolution in 2010
<http://www.ippnw.org/pdf/2010-resolution-uranium-ban.pdf> calling for a ban on all uranium mining worldwide,
which states that “As well as the direct health effects from contamination of the water, the immense water
consumption in mining regions is environmentally and economically damaging — and in turn detrimental for human
health. The extraction of water leads to a reduction of the groundwater table and thereby to desertification; plants and
animals die, the traditional subsistence of the inhabitants is eliminated, the existence of whole cultures are threatened.”
America’s “Secret Fukushima”: Uranium Mining is Poisoning the Bread Basket of the World

By Margaret Flowers <http://www.globalresearch.ca/author/margaret-flowers> and Kevin Zeese
<http://www.globalresearch.ca/author/kevin-zeese> Global Research, June 07, 2013! gx. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)

Have you lost your minds? If your goal is to poison the citizenry, | suppose depositing these materials into an aquifer
would be a good way to accomplish that. Do you know what an aquifer is? Do you know that ground water from many
sources ultimately reaches and recharges aquifers? In the South Dakota region, almost everyone | know drills deep wells
into aquifers for drinking water.

Question 1: precisely what is the identity of the designated aquifer?

Question 2: what makes you think any aquifer can be protected from any material that might be deposited into the
ground?

Definitely oppose this plan. E Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) E

Please deny the permits for injection activities related to the proposed uranium recovery project in the southern Black
Hills region in Custer and Fall River Counties of South Dakota. Please do not allow uranium mining waste disposal in the
South Dakota aqUIfer J Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) |

| read an article that stated the EPA is potentially approving uranium mining waste to be injected into an aquifer which
contains drinking water. This is one of the most absurd things that I've ever heard. This is a topic that even Commedia
dell'arte would think too odd to even be considered in comedy. Uranium eventually (over a very long term) degrades
into lead. Do you remember what happened with Flint, MI? | know that Pruitt is in charge of the EPA now, but have a
backbone and say no. Or, make him drink that water after waste mJectlon Serlously, who thinks that this is a good idea?
Is it worth it for someone to rape the earth for their own proflt? Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP} | '

I am taking the time to voice my opinion that underground injection should NOT be allowed. Water is precious and the
continuing pollution of our aquifers by corporations is criminal. This practice affects all of us and we have a right to be
protected from harmful acts of a few. Please deny this practice, protect water because none of us can survive without it!

! i
E Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) :

I am writing to strongly oppose injecting uranium mining waste into an aquifer! | oppose the aquifer exemption. People
depend on clean water for life! Until this current administration, the EPA mandate was to protect the environment, not
pollute it. Please reconsider.i ex. ¢ personal Privacy (P)

| am opposed to the extraction of Uranium in South Dakota. If lvanka Trump is going to drink the test water in front of a
live audience, | might be convinced to change my mind. | would want her and her children to return weekly and drink
and bathe in the water to prove it is safe. Write that into the agreements. g, & personal Privacy (PP)

This is without a doubt the worst idea ever! You put scores of thousands of people at risk without clean drinking water.
The contamination of those aquifers will result in another Chernobyl in human loss. Please do not grant exemptions.

i . i
; Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) :

RE: EPA has issued two draft Underground Injection Control (UIC) Area Permits to Powertech (USA} Inc., for injection
activities related to a proposed uranium recovery project in the southern Black Hills region in Custer and Fall River
Counties of South Dakota.

I am writing as a concerned citizen regarding the recently announced application for exemption from what can only be
called sensible guidelines for the protecting of a water aquifer. The potential for water contamination by uranium must
be taken very seriously, particularly given the long term threat posed to not just human life, but all life, such as the
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increased rates of cancers due to increases in mutation rates. As | am sure you know, this potential for environmental
damage is exacerbated by the presence of nitrates, which are practically ubiquitous in just about every region of the US.
| strongly urge the EPA, the guardians of our environment, not to approve such a blatantly dangerous exemption.

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP} !

My opinion - NO, Never this shouldn't even be a question. At what point would you think that an element that renders
large swaths of land unlivable (plenty of examples to research) would be okay to dump into an underground aquifer
where most people are probably living on well water. Just to reiterate my answer is NO.! g« 6 personal privacy (PP)

| strenuously object to the exemption requested by the uranium mining company to permit uranium mining waste
disposal in a SD aquifer. Aquifers are pristine sources of water, and contamination cannot be reversed.. The regulations
already in place to prohibit this need to be followed. Our health takes priority over the financial interests of this
company.; Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) |

Water is quickly becoming our most valuable natural resource. The potential damage to the aquifer will be irreparable.

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) E

This activity will poison the water supply. People cannot live without clean water. | oppose granting these permits.

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)

The EPA must not allow Uranium mining waste to be disposed of in a South Dakota aquifer, or any aquifer for that
matter. We cannot risk the further contamination of our underground water systems. ! Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)E

Please don't allow uranium waste to be injected into the aquifer. Don't we have enough environmental problems
already? Isn't it bad enough that Scott Pruitt is now head of the EPA? | Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)

No it's not OK to dispose of uranium in an aquifer - in South Dakota or anywhere else. That is our water.i ex 6 personal Privacy (PP)

| think the job of EPA is to protect aquifers, not provide exemptions to companies that want to extract hazardous
substances near water supplies. This is a continuation down the path of environmental degradation and a lack of
concern for local drinking water. Please don't issue the permits.

Ex. 6 Personal I Privacy (PP)

I am a member of the public who would like to comment on the proposed permits for injecting uranium into the ground
near a SD aquifer. This is an extremely and astonishingly bad idea. | understand that the uranium would be ostensibly
treated to be made safe before injection. Still: no. Really, adamantly, no. | understand that the water would be
monitored for safety throughout the process. Still: no. Completely and emphatically no. What happens when the water
in the aquifer is found to be contaminated? How long would the remediation process take, if it's even possible? |
understand that you are an actual person showing up for work every day, just like me, and | appreciate that at times like
this, it is probably a mostly thankless job. | can only hope that opposing opinions to this idea, like mine, are genuinely
counted and can have an impact in stopping this harebrained proposal. You would indeed be thanked for advocating for
the public who is contacting you with our concerns

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)

Are they insane? Let's pollute the aquifer that drinking water comes from? Ummmm no way. ex e personal Privacy (PP)

| can't even begin to express how vehemently | oppose allowing uranium mining waste to go into an aquifer in the black
hills. Obviously, no aquifer should be abused in this manner, but having grown up in spearfish, SD, the idea sickens me
that much more. Please don't let this happen!i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) |

Allowing this into a South Dakota aquifer -- or into groundwater anywhere is pure insanity. Poisoning the earth to enrich
extractive industries should be punishable by jail. Think, EPA, think!: g, 6 personal rivacy (ep)

I am writing to comment on this proposal. | am a tax paying citizen who works hard as does my husband to provide a
safe living environment for out children to grow. It is not much of a stretch to infer that there are thousands of others
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just like us in the area where you propose to inject radioactive waste near the fresh water aquifers. Yes, | know the
mines are required to treat the waste & continue to monitor it after its disposal, but that is absolutely unacceptable.
Absolutely, 100% UNACCEPTABLE. The material in question will certainly impact the groundwater as well as all the living
things in the immediate area.! gy g personal Privacy (PP)

I believe that there should be no Uranium mining waste injected anywhere near a aquifer. Bad idea! Don't do it.

| Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) |

| just wanted to express my opinion on the above subject. | think it would be a horrible idea with an adverse impact on
the ground water. | also believe it would be detrimental to the environment of Black Hills. Please do not permit this and
thank you for being interested in the public's opinion.: gy g personal Privacy (PP) |

EPA asks public for permission to allow Uranium mining waste disposal in SD aquifer: No. Must abide by regulations, and
|dea”y common SenSe.i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy(PP)E

Please do not permit Powertech an exemption to dump uranium into the aquifer system in South Dakota. Water
sources must be protected from contamination. '

i
Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) :
i

I've read about the draft Powertech permits, and urge you to stop both. Water safety must beer one of three EPA's
highest priorities. Reject these permits, please.

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)

Please don't destroy the aquifer in South Dakota with uranium mining waste disposal.i & ¢persons Privecy ery

| am writing to oppose the proposal to allow infection of waste products from uranium mining near underground
aquifers in South Dakota. This proposal is dangerous and threatens clean drinking water for a large number of people.
The benefit from the proposal is negligible.} Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)E

I would like to voice my opposition to the draft permits and proposed aquifer exemption associated with the work to be
done by Powertech, Inc. Further, | would oppose any work that threatens to contaminate our aquifers or otherwise alter
them from their natural state. ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) |

Does this paragraph actually state that despite the comments about treating the water in the preceding paragraph that
you are requesting an exemption from treating it?

What waste products are in this water? And who owns these uranium recovery mines?

"EPA is also proposing an aquifer exemption approval in connection with the draft UIC Class 1l Area Permit. Specifically,
this approval would exempt the uranium-bearing portions of the Inyan Kara Group aquifers from protection under the
Safe Drinking Water Act. Such an exemption must be in place before ISR activities within these aquifers can occur."
Thank you for answering my questions. Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) i

| oppose the allowance of these mining permits, as they endanger the drinking water in nearby areas, as well as intrudes
on Indigenous-owned spaces. - Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) |

| am writing to register my opposition to the granting of permits and exemptions to the Safe Drinking Water Act for
Powertech’s proposed uranium mining in South Dakota.

The Safe Drinking Water Act is a crucial means of protecting an irreplaceable resource used by local tribes and other
residents. Granting exemptions to this Act so that a private company can reap financial rewards is wrong. There is NO
safe amount of uranium that can be injected into an aquifer.

i call upon the EPA to do its job in protecting the environment and its inhabitants.

Do NOT GRANT this permit and exemption. gy g personal Privacy (PP) |

No radioactive material must be allowed into our aquifer at any time. Ever. Radioactive material is hazardous to all life
forms. This is an abomination. NO. NO. NO. That is my input as a member of the public. Once again: NO. ! ex. s personal Privacy (pp)i
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No permits, exceptions whatever! Water is life. | was alive during the time of the Times Beach Dioxin pollution, EXXON
MOBIL Valdez and Deep Horizon. | also am a student of the problem with Chevron extracting oil, Etc in the previously
pristine Ecuadorian Forest 30 years ago and leaving those poor natives with a mess from that process. The natives of
had an ongoing legal dispute to get remedies for 25 years!!! Please stop insulting our intelligence!! | am a retired RN |
have a BSN from major University and | practiced in Healthcare Management for 30 years. Don't reinvent the wheel.
Healthcare has proven that PREVENTIONis a million times better than trying to treat the disease once you get it.

Don't let these big companies make profit by destroying our public resources such as water in the aquifers and above
ground on the land and in the water and the air. What don't you get? Your grandchildren and great-grandchildren are
going to be around during this time in the future and they'll be the ones having to deal with this if we don't stop it

before it starts. You cannot eat, drink and breathe CASH & @ EEEN. Do you not remember the rivers being on fire back in

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)

I am concerned that permitting uranium extraction and allowing ANYTHING from this process to be put into a clean
water supply will contaminate it and make it dangerous for people to drink. Water is becoming scarce and we must keep
what we have safe and protect it from dirty industries. | and many other environmentalists will be extremely

Per the EPA request for public comments on this permitting process for this project:

The risks to the aquifer for a private corporate enterprise are too high risk to be permitted.

If the aquifer is contaminated there is no method to remove the damage. As water is required for public consumption
and agriculture uses that also evolve into public consumption this is an unacceptable risk. This new mining scheme
provides no benefit to the local or regional community but poses a significant and permanent risk to the water system

and environment of the region in question in western South Dakota. ¢ ¢ personal privacy e7)

.......................... -

| absolutely oppose allowing Uranium mining waste disposal in SD aquifer. We must protect our environment. | ecspersona privecy p) |

r O =z
f Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) :

Please do not allow waste disposal in South Dakota's aquifer. That is ridiculous to consider contaminating the water
supply with nuclear waste. Please stop!!i g, ¢ personal Privacy (PP) !

| strongly oppose the proposition to allow injection of "process waste fluids" into the Inyan Kara Group aquifer. | am not
confident in the safety of such an action under ideal circumstances. Our current administration's lack of interest in
environmental issues only deepens those concerns.

I am not comfortable with this action. The presence of monitoring is an admission that contamination can take place. If
such contamination occurred, it would not be possible to thoroughly remove it. The aquifer would be tainted. Drinking
water is one of our most valuable resources. There are already too many dangers facing our current sources.
Deliberately and consciously endangering these resources any further is simply ludicrous. The dangers are too real and
too costly. This cannot be allowed to happeng Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) i

| am writing you to give you my opinion about dumping uranium waste from mining in South Dakota in aquifers. It would
seem that common sense would answer this question for you and no poll would need to be taken. So | ask you this,
would you drink a glass full of water with uranium mining waste in it? Would you give uranium waste to your children, or
grandchildren to drink or wash in? Would you water your vegetable garden with it? Would you give it to your livestock?
Would you eat meat, take eggs, or drink milk from livestock fed on uranium waste?

Water does not just sit idly and obediently by where you dump it, it seeps, moves, and goes where it wants. There is not
a surface or substance on this planet it cannot wear its way through. What you are asking people for is permission to
pollute drinking water for eternity for a few dollars in profit for corporate bosses, who don’t have to drink the water
they pollute.

The answer is no, don’t do it. Don’t exempt aquifers from the Clean Water Act. That you are even asking tells me you
KNOW you will be polluting for generations to come, in which case, | say shame on you. Stand up for what is right here,
for what is good, for what is best. Don’t let corporate polluters make a disaster site for America. Don’t kill people, don't
give us cancer, don’t hurt us.
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It is the job of the government to protect and serve the people of this country. Dumping uranium waste into aquifers is

counter to all that entails} Ex.& Personal Privacy (PP)

I'm responding to the EPA Region 8 draft proposals mentioned in https://www.epa.gov/newsreleases/epa-seeks-public-
comment-draft-permits-and-aquifer-exemption-uranium-mining-project

| was particularly alarmed by the language that "EPA is also proposing an aquifer exemption approval in connection with
the draft UIC Class Ill Area Permit. Specifically, this approval would exempt the uranium-bearing portions of the Inyan
Kara Group aquifers from protection under the Safe Drinking Water Act. Such an exemption must be in place before ISR
activities within these aquifers can occur.”

As a citizen sympathetic to my fellow citizens pursuing such activities as "drinking and otherwise using water without it
increasing the likelihood of cancer and poor health" | highly object to this exemption approval. If the Class ill Area Permit
is in an area vulnerable enough to require such review, then such review is a vital part of the process and should not be

simply discarded out of convenience! Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)

Please don't dump waste where people get their drinking water. This could hurt our environment or kill someone and
bring about preventable suffering. It's supremely irresponsible and shortsighted. This kind of treatment of our water and

E Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) i
! i
L L LT TP P N -
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Concerns for impacts to Native Americans/the sacred Black Hills

Please be advised that | am hereby submitting my comments regarding the draft permits on Dewey-Burdock insitu
mining.

An enrolled member of the Standing Rock Sioux Tribe, | disagree with any mining on our treaty lands, and jeopardizing
the aquifers from which the Great Sioux Nation (Oceti Sakowin) receives drinking water. For your information the Oceti
Sakowin is made up of seven councils of recent history. .

| do not want any further degradation of our waters encompassing current tribal needs, namely the Pine Ridge,
Cheyenne River, Standing Rock, Rosebud, Lower Brule, Crow Cree, Sisseton-Wahpeton, and Santee Sioux, Flandreau, and
Yankton reservation lands and waters.

| do not want any other peoples health jeopardized as well, i.e. all of the South Dakota, North Dakota, Montana,
Wyoming, and Nebraska states populations. gx. ¢ personal Privacy (PP)

"Specifically, this approval would exempt the uranium-bearing portions of the Inyan Kara Group aquifers from
protection under the Safe Drinking Water Act. Under its obligation to comply with the National Historic Preservation Act
and under EPA’s Tribal Policy on Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribes, EPA has been consulting and
coordinating with several interested Tribes to identify the potential effects of the proposed project on traditional
cultural places, historic and sacred sites."”

- these are your own words in the press release and it should answer the question.. Please!!! Leave Native Lands
Alone!!l haven't we given them the short end of the stick enough?!?} ex 6 personal privacy (ppy

This is court sanctioned murder of the native people in Black hills. You have stolen their children, taken their land and
now you are polluting their water! ¢, ¢ personal privacy o)

| am writing to oppose the plan to dump wastes from uranium mining under the aquifer in S. D. This is not wise from

many standpoints. Once again our Native American tribes are threatened with a real risk to their drinking water, ecseusos eacyee |

NO! Leave the sacred Black Hills alone.i gx. g personal Privacy (PP)

All responsible Americans must oppose additional uranium mining in South Dakota, especially injection mining. The
United States has already polluted hundreds of thousands of acres of Indian land, hundreds of miles of waterways, and
the air and wind above them. Not only cattle, but also wildlife and HUMAN BEINGS drink the polluted waters and suffer
illness and death as a resulit. .

| urge the EPA to deny these mining permits being applied for.E Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)

| oppose the allowance of these mining permits, as they endanger the drinking water in nearby areas, as well as intrudes
on Indigenous-owned spaces.! Ex. 8 Personal Privacy (PP)

I belong to the Intelligentsia. The half life of uranium is 4.5 billion years! You cannot bribe us with short-term job

security!!! The white men from Europe have already stolen the whole of America from the original Aborigines who lived
here and almost committed genocide on their population. Now you want to go and commit more pollution and ravage

Limimimim i, =

It is my understanding that the EPA has issued two draft Underground Injection Control (UIC) Area Permits to Powertech
(USA) Inc., for injection activities related to a proposed uranium recovery project in the southern Black Hills region in
Custer and Fall River Counties of South Dakota. | strongly urge you to reconsider any decision to allow permits to mine
any region that impacts Native American lives. We all know how Native Americans are considered second class citizens
in this country; how their lands are up for grabs; and how their health is not as important as expanding drilling for oil,
uranium, copper and so on. These substances are not for consumption here (not that this would be acceptable) but to
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enrich the companies that sell them overseas. Please do not continue to perpetuate these injustices and do not approve

any draft permits or any aquifer exemption, e,  personal privacy (p) |

The proponents of this action love nowhere around such toxins & frankly do not care who is affected... especially since
the residents are Indians, poor, & sorely disenfranchised, & poorly educated for the most part. This proposalisa
disgrace to the country & evidences a deep disregard for the citizens in general, not just the Black Hills residents. e-cr '

acy (PP} :

................... -

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)
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Concerns about uranium ISR

“Current uranium mines have a history of noncompliance
<http://www.earthworksaction.org/files/publications/Nuclear-Power-Other-Tragedy-low.pdf> with regulations. There
continue to be spills. Mining corporations do not clean up areas that they are required to clean up. They do not pay
fines. And they influence local governments to loosen requirements once they receive a mining permit.

In addition to contamination of land, air and water, uranium mining, particularly in situ mining requires large amounts of
water. In the current environment with extended droughts and reduced aquifers, in situ mining places greater strain on
the water crisis.

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)

Against uranium mining in general

Mark me in as opposed. We have more than enocugh uranium stored and we should never have let the Clinton's sale 20%
of our supply to the Russians. Is this permit being issued to a foreign entity? Shame on the EPA! | hope President Trump

drastically reduces the EPA!!! | Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)

| oppose the draft permits and aquifer exemption for uranium mining in southwestern South Dakota. These are our
public lands and uranium mining should not sully our national treasures. | wholeheartedly oppose any such mining on

our public Iands.i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) E

Concerns about effects of past uranium mining

I live in Grants, New Mexico, the former self proclaimed "Uranium Capital of the World". As a now retired RN, | can tell
you of the many deleterious effects of Uranium Waste. Years after closure of the mines here we are still dealing with
illnesses and deaths from uranium, and the water and environment are still not cleaned up, and won't be. Allowing
uranium mining waste disposal in a SD aquifer is an absolutely horrible idea unless you blieve is is a good thing to poison
people, give people cancer...please, NO Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)

| am writing to OPPOSE approval of the permits that would allow “injection wells for the in-situ recovery {ISR) of
uranium in the Inyan Kara Group aquifers and ... deep injection wells that would be used to dispose of ISR process waste
fluids into the Minnelusa Formation below the Inyan Kara after treatment. Under the terms of the draft permits, waste
injected under the Class V permit must be treated prior to being injected and must meet all radicactive waste and
hazardous waste standards. Monitoring of the underground sources of drinking water surrounding the Class lll injection
wellfields will take place before, during and after ISR operations to ensure the underground sources of drinking water
are protected.”

“EPA is also proposing an aquifer exemption approval in connection with the draft UIC Class Il Area Permit. Specifically,
this approval would exempt the uranium-bearing portions of the Inyan Kara Group aquifers from protection under the
Safe Drinking Water Act. Such an exemption must be in place before ISR activities within these aquifers can occur.”--
News Release from EPA Region 8

Anyone who is familiar with South Dakota’s recent history knows that uranium mining has caused radiation poisoning on
the Pine Ridge Indian Reservation since at least the 1960s. The Cheyenne River that runs through the reservation is
dotted with radiation warning signs that say “Caution — Nuclear Radioactive River.” The uranium waste has not been
cleaned up from the last spate of uranium mining. Why should the EPA permit this again? Uranium tailings and wastes
pose a significant health risk for thousands of years into the future.

Today, key water supplies dotting the Pine Ridge reservation carry arsenic, alpha radiation and other contaminant levels
up to 18 times the legal limit, according to water tests conducted by Energy Laboratory, an independent, EPA-certified
analytical laboratory in Rapid City, 5.D. Fifty-eight percent of the private wells, springs and soils tested on Pine Ridge in
June and July 2009 showed positive results for contamination by arsenic, lead and/or various forms of radiation.

Local wells that tap into the Inyan Kara aquifer already have levels of alpha radiation above the EPA’s Maximum
Contaminant Level. “The portion of the Cheyenne River Basin that lies in southwestern South Dakota drains about 16,500
square miles within the boundaries of the state. The area in this basin includes part of the Black Hills and Badlands,
rangeland, irrigated cropland, and mining areas. After traversing the western half of the state from southwest to
northeast, the Cheyenne River flows into Lake Oahe, a reservoir on the Missouri River.
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“Previous efforts remove the radiation in the water at Red Shirt have been unsuccessful. Drinking water is piped in, or
residents must drive 25 miles to the little town of Hermosa to buy water. The Cheyenne River has dried up approximately
one mile from Red Shirt and tests of the river bottom soil by Defenders of the Black Hilis are pending. Initial tests using a
Geiger counter revealed more than double the amount of normal background elevations for radiation.” Uranium Mining
Poisons Native Americans, article by Jeff Gerritsen, 25 Feb 2009.
http://www.culturechange.org/cms/content/view/336/65/

| reproduce below the Fact Sheet prepared by Charmaine White Face in 2006.

Uranium Mining and Nuclear Pollution in the Upper Midwest: FACT SHEET America's Secret Chernobyl

By Charmaine White Face, Coordinator

Defenders of the Black Hills

1. Uranium mining in South Dakota, Wyoming, Montana, and North Dakota began in the middle of the 1960s. World
War 1l, which ended with the nuclear bomb, introduced the use of nuclear energy for the production of electricity and
caused the price of uranium to rise. As the economy of the Midwestern states depends primarily on agriculture, when
uranium was discovered in the region, many get-rich-quick schemes were adopted. Not only were large mining
companies pushing off the tops of bluffs and buttes, but small individual ranchers were also digging in their pastures for
the radioactive metal. Mining occurred on both public and private land, although the Great Sioux Nation still maintains a
claim to the area through the Fort Laramie Treaties of 1851 and 1868.

2. In northwestern South Dakota, for example, the Cave Hills area is managed by the US Forest Service. The area
currently contains 89 abandoned open-pit uranium mines. Studies by the USFS show that one mine alone has 1400 mR/hr
of exposed radiation, a level of radiation that is 120,000 times higher than normal background of 100 mR/yr. There are
no warning signs posted for the general public anywhere near this site! It is estimated that more than 1,000 open-pit
uranium mines and prospects can be found in the four state region from a map developed by the US Forest Service.

3. The water runoff from the Cave Hills abandoned uranium mines empties into the Grand River which flows through the
Standing Rock Indian Reservation. Three villages are located on the Grand River and their residents have used the water
for drinking and other domestic purposes for generations. One village still uses the water for drinking and domestic
purposes. The water runoff from the Slim Buttes abandoned uranium mines empty into the Morreau River which flows
through the Cheyenne River Indian Reservation. Four villages are located on the Morreau River; however no data is
currently available about their use of the Morreau River water. Both of these rivers empty into the Missouri River which
empties into the Mississippi River.

4. The following agencies are aware of these abandoned uranium mines and prospects: US Forest Service, US
Environmental Protection Agency, US Bureau of Land Management, SD Department of Environment and Natural
Resources, the Bureau of Indian Affairs and the US Indian Health Service. Only after public concern about these mines
was raised two years ago did the USFS and the EPA pay for a study of one mine this year, 2006.

5. In Southwestern South Dakota, the southern Black Hills also contain many abandoned uranium mines. Nuclear
radiation near Edgemont, SD, has already polluted the underground water of the Pine Ridge Indian Reservation
according to a study completed in 1380 by Women of All Red Nations. The US Air Force also used small nuclear power
plants in their remote radar stations and missile silos which number in the hundreds in this four State region. No data is
available on the current status or disposal of these small nuclear power sources.

6. More than 7,000 exploration holes for uranium have been drilled in the southwestern and northwestern Black Hills.
More are being planned in Wyoming. These holes go to depths of 800 feet. The exploratory process itself allows
radioactive pollutants to contaminate underground water sources. South Dakota currently has no regulations for In Situ
Leach mining of uranium.

7. In Wyoming, hundreds of abandoned open-pit uranium mines and prospects can be found in or near the coal in the
Powder River Basin. Yet plans are being made to ship more of that coal to power plants in the Eastern part of the United
States. Radioactive dust and particles will be released into the air at the power plants as well as locally in the strip mining
process. Federal tax dollars totaling more than 52.3 billion dollars as a loan are planned to be given to a private business,
the Dakota, Minnesota and Eastern Railroad, to increase the amount of coal hauled to the power plants. Two other
railroads currently haul coal out of this area.

8. In 1972, President Richard Nixon signed a secret Executive Order declaring this four State region to be a 'National
Sacrifice Area’ for the mining and production of uranium and nuclear energy. This is the same area of the 1868 Fort
Laramie Treaty territory, the final home of the Great Sioux Nation

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)
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How about NOT approving the mining of uranium? How about NOT approving an exemption allowing toxic wastewater
to be injected into an aquifer? We already know how toxic uranium mining can be; | am from New Mexico, and am quite
familiar with cases where people bodies and homes are forever contaminated by mining operations, so my vote is that
we don't do that anymore-; Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) :

Western South Dakota knows all too well what happens when a uranium mining enterprise abruptly fails. This is how the
current uranium mining mess left in the state was created. We should learn from past mistakes rather than hoping
another company coming in won't do the same thing} g, ¢ personal Privacy (PP)

Concerns about hydrofracking

I do not support these draft permits. In one regard, the energy sector has apparently learned nothing from the
geological destabilization that has occurred in Oklahoma and other locations that have allowed injection wells as part of
fracking activities. Additionally, there are no studies or details indicating what has actually BEEN placed into injection
wells. However, we do know that earthquakes have occurred and toxic materials have appeared in the water sources

after these injection wells have been aIIowed.E Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)

USGS FINALLY ADMITS THAT FRACKING CAUSES EARTHQUAKES

NO, |1 SAY ATHOUSAND TIMES NO! NO FRACKING TYPE ACTIVITY! PERIOD!
Underground Injection Control

Powertech (USA) Inc., for injection activities related to a proposed uranium recovery project in the southern Black Hills
region in Custer and Fall River Counties of South Dakota. NOT- BIGLY!!E Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)

Concerns about the price of uranium and nuclear energy

There are also serious concerns about the company potentially cutting corners or abandoning the project. The price of
uranium has been extremely low since the Fukushima nuclear disaster. With new problems that have since developed in
the nuclear power industry the price for uranium will never recover. This could lead to a number of bad business
decisions on the part of the mining company or an abrupt abandonment of the site when the business factors become
too unfavorable or the company goes bankrupt. Currently Toshiba-Westinghouse has decided to permanently cease new
reactor builds, is considering bankruptcy and could potentially default or abandon the current new US reactors under
construction.

Areva is in a similar situation as Toshiba-Westinghouse and would be unlikely to pursue any new reactor builds if they
survive their current financial problems. This is all extremely relevant when considering what is permissible risk by a

highly unstable private enterprise.| ex. & Personal Privacy (PP) i
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Seems contrary to EPA’s mission

| find this shocking. No, the uranium bearing portions of the Inyan Kara Group aquifers SHOULD NOT BE EXEMPT from
protection under the Safe Drinking VYater Act. What in the world is going on? Please, do your job and protect our
drinking water| Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) !

| am strongly against this measure. It violates everything the EPA stands for. | can only assume you are doing this
because of the current president. Stand up and have a spine

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)

What is this office doing to us? Would you want your children living near there? | wouldn't allow my children to live
anywhere near there.

It's plain insane. The EPA is supposed to protect us, not side with big billionaires.

"EPA asks public for permission to allow Uranium mining waste disposal in SD aquifer."! Exepe,so,,mp,,vacy(pp,

Of course citizens are against allowing toxic waste dumping into our waterways. How can the government even ask? This
is the primary reason for EPA. Stop irresponsible actions against our natural places and resources. This effects all people
in the USE Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP} E

| would like to comment on exemption request to inject uranium-bearing waste water into Inyan Kara Group aquifers
from protection under the Safe Drinking Water Act. | object and Wonder how can this even be considered. What in the
world is gong on with EPAULETS to even consider thlS Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) |

I am writing to you as a believer in the epas mission BEFORE your new boss ever stepped in the building. And that is to
provide quality control on the environment and to protect us, the citizens of this country from corporations and their
profits over my health and neighbors well being.

It doesn't take a rocket scientist to understand the implications of what is being sought after. Your job is to preserve the
land for generations to come. Including the natural inhabitants of a given area. Human, or wildlife. We are all inhabitants
of this earth and we are demanding that obvious dangers are unavoidable and cannot be maintained by humans should
something go awry. And save the retort about the safe guards in place. We have seen time and time again that these

"safeguards” are faulty by design or corners are cut to save time and money.: ! Ex. 6 Personal F'nvacy(F'F')l

How can you even consider destroying an aquifer with uranium mining waste? It is inconceivable and appears to be in
direct contradiction to the EPA mission to protect our water. Please, stop this kind of disgraceful catering to mining
interests and protect our waters!i Ex 6 Personal Privacy (PP) !

It's hard for me to believe that the EPA would for one moment consider it acceptable to allow uranium mining waste to
be dumped in any aquifer. If the EPA is not our champion and our protection against pollution of our drinking water, the
air we breathe, and the God given beauty of our natural environment, then what on earth is its function!??! Please do
your job and do NOT allow the dumping of mining waste into the South Dakota aquifer, or any other act of pollution!

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)

Concerning the potential proposal of permits for uranium injection control into an aquifer, the US and the EPA should be
PREVENTING this level of environmental damage to not only our drinking water, but the entire ecosystem. | would like

to vehemently voice my opposition to this proposed draft permit. INj, but the water and other natural resources this

area provides. It's irresponsible to knowingly allow this level of damage to occur, but it also goes against the very name

of the EPA. How can you 'protect' an environment when you're proposing a permit that allows for disposing of waste

fluids in the process of uranium mining.

It's astonishing to me that this permit has even pushed to draft stage. As an agency that is supposed to work for the
people, for the environment and for the protection of natural resources, this flies in the face of all three.

| strongly urge the outright rejection of this proposed draft, as it could threaten human life and wildlife for potentially
many decades to come. It's astonishing to me that the EPA has failed the American public this quickly. g, g personal Privacy (PP)

The EPA has been held in high regard in generations past, and the American people trusted that our taxpayer funded
EPA would protect our air, water and sail.
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Clearly, the EPA has made poor decisions due to the political climate of late. But it is time to take our country back AND
WE NEED YOU TO PROTECT US!

We are at a critical juncture environmentally, and hopefully we can trust you to make the hard decision to protect us
from any and all uranium mining projects. You know the science--you know the truth. Please make the hard decision and
do the right thing. Please protect the American Citizens from this terrifying move toward environmental destruction. Dr.

i i
! Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) !

I don't know how this could possibly be a good idea. | know that Secretary Pruitt wants to protect business interests over
the environment, but that is not the role of the EPA! The agency was developed to PROTECT THE ENVIRONMENT.

I'd like to see the science saying this is a good idea and that ground water will not be affected. And if 98% of scientists
say it's fine, | would expect Secretary Pruitt to use the same criteria he uses to evaluate scientific evidence for climate
change to rule against this invasive action!é Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)

Are you seriously considering this? | cannot believe the agency designed to protect the environment is actually asking
civilians this question and not going to science...oh wait | forgot under Trump you can forget reality and be completely

Stupld | | | Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) :

So let me get this straight...the EPA, an agency specifically designed to protect the environment, is going to use an
aquifer to dispose of "treated" radioactive waste. Seriously? No excuse. NONE | don't live in that area, but | am a human

being, with a conscience. Do your jobs| ¢, ¢ rersonal privacy 7) |
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Concern about ability of EPA’s to monitor the actitivity

NO IT IS NOT GOOD - you are unleashing the potential for another "Flynt, Michigan" debacle...and being the EPA is lead
by someone who doesn't believe in CO2 emissions is actively helping climate change; Plus is planning on cutting 1/4 of
the EPA's budget....NO - | can't trust the EPA to safely and effectively enforce the restrictions necessary to make the
uranium retrieval safei g g personal privacy (PP)

I am concerned that the current administration’s planned cuts to the EPA will result in insufficient funding and personnel
to monitor these wells.

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)

I am concerned that the current administration’s planned cuts to the EPA will result in insufficient funding and personnel
to monitor these wells.

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)

How do we know if the EPA will properly monitor the treatment of this highly contaminated water if these misguided
permits are issued when your Administrator has time and again shown that he sides with business interests first and
American Public Health last?} g, ¢ personal privacy (pp)

As a US citizen, a mother of three US citizens, and a human, | vehemently object to allowing Powertech to dispose of ISR
waste fluids into the Minnelusa Formation.

If this is allowed, despite what | expect will be huge public disapproval, then there should be no exemption of the
uranium-bearing portions of the Inyan Kara Group aquifers from protection under the Safe Drinking Water Act.

The news release on this says the waste must meet radioactive waste and hazardous waste standards, and monitoring
will take place to make sure drinking water isn't protected. But in a time when the EPA's leader denies the effect of
humans on climate change, effectively denying science, and when science and even the mention of science is under
siege by the new administration, why in the (imperiled) world would | believe that anyone will actually hold anyone
accountable or test anything?

I'm very concerned in general about the EPA's ability to do its mission, protecting the environment under the leadership
of Pruitt. Reading about this particular issue didn't increase my confidence at all.

No, no, no, to allowing this company to dump its uranium, regardless of what supposed cleanup they will do to it or
supposed monitoring testing that will make it "safe.”

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)
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Why did EPA take so long to issue these permits?

Below is my question and public comment on two Underground Injection Control (UIC) Draft Area Permits and
one associated proposed aquifer exemption decision for the Dewey-Burdock uranium recovery project.

Question: You have had the permit applications for many years. Why has it taken so long to issue the draft

permits? Comment: The relevant issues concerning environmental impacts were addressed by the USNRC in their EIS
and source material license.i ex s personal Privacy (PP)

Concerns about injection activity and injection wells

ProPublica completed a review of more than 220,000 well inspections from October 2007 to October 2010, finding that
structural failures were routine. More than 17,000 integrity violations were handed out and more than 7,000 of these

wells were found to be leaking (https://www.propublica.org/article/injection-wells-the-poison-beneath-us). In addition,
research has linked deep injection wells to local earthquakes. These earthquakes have the potential to cause damage to

the wells and may also cause structural damage that will impact local populatlons.g x. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)

there are too many possibilities for error and too many risks associated with the waste injection methods for this to
move forward. Please protect our environment and deny the exemption- please prioritize our children's health over
profit.

Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP)

Deep injection wells have the potential to leak. ProPublica completed a review of more than 220,000 well inspections
from October 2007 to October 2010, finding that structural failures were routine. More than 17,000 integrity violations
were handed out and more than 7,000 of these wells were found to be leaking ([ HYPERLINK
"https://www.propublica.org/article/injection-wells-the-poison-beneath-us" ] ). in addition, research has linked deep
injection wells to local earthquakes. These earthquakes have the potential to cause damage to the wells and may also
cause structural damage that will impact local populations. i c. 6 rersonal Privacy (#p)

Mistrust of Powertech fulfilling monitoring requirements

Who will be doing the monitoring of the water? The companies cannot and should not be trusted with this activity. We
all know about companies who have historically not provided accurate information to the public when water has been
contaminated. This withholding of information has resulted in serious illness or death for people who have been

exposed to contaminated water.! ex s rersonat Pivacy oe) |

Against nuclear power

| am opposed to the mining of uranium for nuclear power use. There has been many irresponsible decisions fuled by
greed made by present American nuclear power plants; causeing radioactive leaks, explosions, and even leaks in the
waste disposal sites. Such accidents put the wellbeing of our country in jeopardy. Mining for more fuel for these types of
plants will only cause more health issues in the future. Due to just one nuclear power plant mistake in Japan, scientists
now believe all aquatic life will be extinct before 2050. Surely you don't want to have such future catastrophes on your
hands by allowing access to more uranium. Thank you for taking the time to hear my concerns. | ex. 6 personal Privacy (PP)

ED_0053641_00026848-00023



Not Related

| am very concerned about Pruitt denying climate science. The science is clear and we rely on the EPA for protecting our
water, air, and land. We cannot rely on each state to clean up after themselves and not affect other states. We need

federal regulation.} Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) :

Thanks for your reply and everything you do to try to protect our environment. | know our Hawaii congress reps will do

everything they can to not let the EPA be dismantled so it can continue its important work.i g, s personal Privacy (Pp)
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